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DETAILED ACTION 

This Office Action is responsive to patent application number 10/582900 filed on 
12/09/2004 and it has foreign priority date 12/16/2003. Claims 1-10 were considered. 
Drawings 

The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) 
because they include the following reference character(s) not mentioned in the 
description: Figure. 2. In addition, FIG. 1-4 needs labeling for clear understanding of 
the drawing which must be supported in Specification. Corrected drawing sheets in 
compliance with 37 CFR 1 .121(d), or amendment to the specification to add the 
reference character(s) in the description in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .121(b) are 
required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any 
amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the 
immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. Each 
drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top 
margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121 (d). If 
the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and 
informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the 
drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claim 1, 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 102(e) as being anticipated by 
MacKinnon ("Designing UML Diagrams for Technical Documentation) 

Claim 1, MacKinnon teaches during the modeling, a graphics interface is used 
when creating an element of a model (page 105, the presentation of UML diagram in 
the first paragraph of the abstract), placing a requirement immediately on the element in 
this graphics interface (page 108) and the element is systematically filled in with the 
upward requirement which has given rise to the creation of this element (Figure 1 and 2, 
Page 1 08, see Summary (3.1 .1 )). 

Claim 2, MacKinnon teaches all the limitation of claim 1 . MacKinnon also 
teaches when creating a UML Requirement which has repercussions on several 
elements of the model (figure 2 where diagram containing different elements), attaching 
said requirement to the common element containing the set of elements on which the 
requirement has repercussions (Figure 3 where each class diagram is created from 
another class or sub-class). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 3,4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mackinnon ("Designing UML Diagrams for Technical Documentation) 
in view of Gangopadhyay (US 6,986,145 B2). 

Consider claim 3, Mackinnon discloses all the elements of claim 1 . 
Gangopadhyay further teaches when an element of the model is deleted, all the UML 
Requirements attached to this element are likewise deleted (Col. 10 lines 17-37 Fig. 6). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art at the time the invention to 
also delete the relational model (such as: 1 -to-many or 1 -to-1 relations) requirements 
attached to this element when an element of any model is deleted. The motivation is to 
edit elements in one location and it will take same affect in rest of the linked element 
areas; moreover, it will be easier to trace any faulty data entry within program. 

Consider claim 4, Neil Mackinnon discloses all the elements of claim 3, in view of 
Gangopadhyay. Gangopadhyay further teaches wherein all the UML Requirements 
attached to all the elements attached to said element are likewise deleted (Col. 10 lines 
1 7-44, Fig. 6). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art at the time 
the invention to also delete the relational model (such as: 1 -to-many or 1 -to-1 relations) 
requirements attached to this element when an element of any model is deleted. The 
motivation is to edit elements in one location and it will take same affect in rest of the 
linked element areas; moreover, it will be easier to trace any faulty data entry within 
program. 
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Claim 5-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
MacKinon ("Designing UML Diagrams for Technical Documentation) in view of 
Richard Stevens (UK 2,353,613). 

Consider claim 5, Neil Mackinnon discloses all the elements of claim 1 . Richard 
Stevens further teaches the UML Requirements are exported to the "DOORS" 
requirements management tool so as to ensure therein their management and their 
traceability (page 3 lines 6-24). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skills in 
the art at the time the invention to export the UML requirements to the DOORS. The 
motivation is to trace links between elements in one location and any other location 
where element is connected and it will be easier to trace any faulty data. 

Consider claim 6, Neil Mackinnon discloses all the elements of claim 5, in view of 
Richard Stevens. Richard Stevens further teaches the UML Requirements are exported 
to DOORS, in the course of the development of the model, each time that this model 
has attained a stable state (page 3 lines 25-27, page 4 lines 1-4 where a separate 
module stores a separate set of requirements). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skills in the art at the time the invention to export the UML requirements to the 
DOORS, the model reach a stable condition. The motivation is to eliminate any faulty 
connection or link within the DOORS software package. 

Consider claim 7, Neil Mackinnon discloses all the elements of claim 2. Richard 
Stevens further teaches when an element of the model is deleted, all the UML 
Requirements attached to this element are likewise deleted (page 4 lines 5-12). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art at the time the invention to also 
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delete the relational model (such as: 1 -to-many or 1-to-1 relations) requirements 
attached to this element when an element of any model is deleted. The motivation is to 
edit elements in one location and it will take same affect in rest of the linked element 
areas; moreover, it will be easier to trace any faulty data entry within program. 

Consider claim 8, Neil Mackinnon discloses all the elements of claim 2. Richard 
Stevens further teaches the UML Requirements are exported to the DOORS 
requirements management tool so as to ensure therein their management and their 
traceability (page 3 lines 5-24). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skills in 
the art at the time the invention to export the UML requirements to the DOORS. The 
motivation is to trace links between elements in one location and any other location 
where element is connected and it will be easier to trace any faulty data. 

Claim 9, 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over I 
MacKinnon ("Designing UML Diagrams for Technical Documentation) in view of 
Gangopadhyay (US 6,986,145 B2), further view of Richard Stevens (UK 2,353,613). 

Consider claim 9, Neil Mackinnon and Gangopadhyay discloses all the elements 
of claim 3, in view of Richard Stevens. Richard Stevens further teaches UML 
Requirements are exported to the DOORS requirements management tool so as to 
ensure therein their management and their traceability (page 3 lines 5-24, page 4 lines 
14-20). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art at the time the 
invention to export the UML requirements to the DOORS. The motivation is to trace 
links between elements in one location and any other location where element is 
connected and it will be easier to trace any faulty data. 
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Consider claim 10, Neil Mackinnon and Gangopadhyay discloses all the 
elements of claim 4. Richard Stevens further teaches the UML Requirements are 
exported to the DOORS requirements management tool so as to ensure therein their 
management and their traceability (page 2 lines 20-24, page 3 lines 6-24). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art at the time the invention to export the 
UML requirements to the DOORS. The motivation is to trace links between elements in 
one location and any other location where element is connected and it will be easier to 
trace any faulty data. 



Conclusion 

Iyengar et al. (US 6,038,393) teaches software developmental tools to accept 
UML object model and able to store in OMG compliant UML representation. 

Colin Atkinson and Thomas Kuhne (Re architecting the UML Infrastructure) 
teaches UML mappings in general modeling framework. 

Cris Kobryn, (Visual Requirements- Driven Development with UML 2.0) teaches 
solutions to why projects fail and solutions how to prevent failure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to AHMED E. HUQ whose telephone number is (571)270- 
1515. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:30-6:00; Alternate 
Friday OFF. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nguyen Thu can be reached on 571-272-6967. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Ahmed E Huq/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 4182 
3/11/2008 

/Thu Nguyen/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 4182 



